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Before:  GOODWIN, WALLACE, and W. FLETCHER, Circuit Judges.

Gregory Bell appeals from the 92-month sentence imposed following his

guilty-plea conviction for being a felon in possession of a firearm and ammunition,

in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 922(g)(1).  We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C.

§ 1291, and we affirm.
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Bell contends that the district court procedurally erred by relying upon

clearly erroneous facts at sentencing.  This contention fails because the district

court’s view of the evidence was plausible in light of the record.  See United States

v. Cantrell, 433 F.3d 1269, 1284 (9th Cir. 2006).  Moreover, the record as a whole

indicates that the district court did not procedurally err.  See United States v. Carty,

520 F.3d 984, 991-93 (9th Cir. 2008) (en banc).

Bell also contends that the district court abused its discretion by failing to

adequately weigh the sentencing factors, and that the within-Guidelines sentence is

substantively unreasonable because of the minor nature of his prior convictions

that triggered an increased base offense level.  The record reflects that the district

court considered and properly weighed the sentencing factors under 18 U.S.C.

§ 3553(a), that it considered Bell’s arguments for a lower sentence, and that the

sentence is not substantively unreasonable.  See United States v. Cherer, 513 F.3d

1150, 1159-61 (9th Cir. 2008); Carty, 520 F.3d at 993-94.

AFFIRMED.


